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Current Topics. 


The Mesopotamia Report, 


WE POINTED out last week the objections to holding an 
Army Court of Inquiry to proceed with the further investi- 
gation of the conduct of the Mesopotamia Expedition, and we 
also suggested that a further inquiry was, under the circum 
stances, useless In both respects this view has proved to ba 
correct, and in the House of Commons on Wednesday Mr. 
Bonar Law announced that the Government did not propose 
to proceed further with the matter, either by a Court of 
Inquiry or by the alternative of a special statutory tribunal. 
The objection to a Court of Inquiry was that such a court is 
not a proper or effective tribunal for inquiring into the conduct 
of civilians, and it is a little singular that the Attorney 
General should either have overlooked this, or not allowed the 
objection its proper weight As to persons subject to Army 
is, of course, different; thpugh as to them it may 


law the case 
a case depending on broad considera 


be questioned whether, in 
tions. rather than on technical rules of evidence, there has not 
already been sufficient inquiry The substance of the matter is 
beyond the scope of our comments, though we may express 
appreciation both of the motives which have led Mr. AustTEN 


CHAMBERLAIN to resign, and of the generosity shewn by Mr 


BaLFrour in refusing to allow Lord HarpinGe to do so 


The Courts (Emergency Powers) Acts. 

THe NEw Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, which was passed 
on the 10th inst., has now been issued, and will be found 
on another page. Emergency Practice rests in the main upon 
the Act of 1914, and having regard to the great novelty of 
the subject-matter this appears to have been successfully 
drafted. There was at first, indeed, some difficulty as to the 
contracts which fell within it, and the draftsman used a need 
lessly puzzling form of words to define ‘‘ rent ’’ to which it ap- 
plied ; but we do not know that these matters have caused any 
particular trouble. While there is still considerable doubt as 
to the circumstances under which the Court will interefere, and 
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perhaps some want of uniformity in chambers, we are inclined 
to think that the Act—a troublesome one at best—has worked 
as well as could be expected. There have been, hitherto, only two 
amending Act both in 1916—the first extending eme rgency 
protection to members of H.M. Forces without some of the 
restrictions imposed by the principal Act, and giving power to 


determine tenancie ind the second clearing up some doubte 
as to the remedies of mortgagees and placing a further restri 
tion on foreclosure; allowing premiums on certain leases sub 
t to the Increase of Rent, &e., Act, 1915: and providing, in 


es, for . the period for acquiring 


The New Courts (Emergency Powers) Act. 
To THESE Statutes must now be added the Act just passed, 
thre 10 t which we stated when the measure was 
te pp. 294, 537) In the form in which 
the statute book the effect is as follows 
t enables building and similar contracts to 
owing to the war, they cannot be enforced 
ind the like provi ion is extended to 
here perlormance 18 prevented by the 
rulations, or acquisition or user ofl 
1 also to obligations in connection 
e By section 2 


yigations arising under contracts of 


relief is 


here performance or observance is hindered by the 
f the Realm Acts or Regulation 
n we of contracts (other than contracts of tenancy) 


By section 3 relief 
13 reliel 


here non-tulhiiment 1 due to the requirement ota Govern 


ment Department, or a competent naval or militarv authority 


irther the permission to take a premium on 
‘ notwithstandine the Increase of Rent. 
section 2 of the ‘ourts (Emer 

1916, and necessity of 

Sect verrides Sharp 


ind enables a tenant to 

7 ndlord beyond the 

of Rent. &c., Act: but a time 

imposed Section 6 introduces an impor 
e principal Act, and excludes from section 
nd orders fo vered, and costs, in 
tion 7 varies section § ) of the Increase 

th respect cases at less than a rack 

we prefer not to attempt to give th 

vari Section 8 carries further the special 
nbers of M. Forces which was given by the 
Act. 1916 As to these the relief of section 1 (1) 
| ct wil upply to any of money payable 
before joining And section 9 relieves 
nent ; inst certain disqualifications in con 


rnment contract 


Attested and Unattested Men. 
WHEN GIvING evidence on Tuesday fore the Medical 
Examinatior ‘on ttee, | Mac.ean, who is well known 
Appeal Tribunal, 


Authorities in distin 


mnscripts His view was 


treated under the Recruiting 


! ] Herpert Nreitp, K.C., also 
drew attent fact that, in the case of attested men, the 
Courts refuse to entertain jurisdiction over tribunals, n¢ 

how grave the alleged irregularities, and will not grant 
. &c., against them in such cases: FP. \ 

wal Tribunal, Ex parte Mann (32 T. L. R 

il Mr. MacLean describes as ] og 

to the Recruiting Authoritic nd the Divisional 

to be pointed out that they have no option in 
Attested men enter the Army as enlisted men, 

ions of the Army Act, 1881; therefore the 

have nothing to do with them, and the 

Acts have no statutory powers to 

emption Military Service Regu 





lations made by Order in Council govern the tribunal procedure 
in the case of conscripts; Army Council Instructions their 
procedure in the case of attested men. As a matter of fact th 
Regulations and Instructions are drafted in almost identica 
terms. But in the case of ‘‘attested’’ men the Military 
Authorities have refused to let medical appeals be sent as 
right before the Special Medical Board. 


State Compensation for Enemy Damage. 

From THE account given on another page of the reception 
the 13th inst. by the Prime Minister of a deputation from t! 
Committee on War Damage it will be seen that the principle 
that damage from hostile attacks should be borne by the Stat: 
is at length accepted We have on various occasions urged 
that this is the proper mode of dealing with the matter, a) 
at the end of 1915 (59 Sox. Journ., p. 752), after tl! 
Government scheme of insurance had been for some time in 
operation, we suggested that there were good reasons fo! 
It is well known 


exchanging it for one of national liability. 
that. cases of loss occurred before any general scheme 
insurance had been introduced, and litigation has resulted on 
the question whether existing policies were sufficient: see 
R. H. & S. Rogers (Limited) v. Whitaker (1917, 1 K. B 
942). Moreover, even where a epecial insurance has been 
effected, the protection which it affords has led to troublesome 
questions between the different persons interested in the 
destroyed property, particularly in the case of lessor and lessee 
This was emphasized by the curious position revealed in 
Kunlayde (Limited) v. Roberts (ante, p. 86: 1917, 1 Ch. 109), 
and Sarcant, J., suggested that the Government might well 
idopt a generous view of the matter, so as to give the benefit of 
the insurance to the persons who really required it. <A further 
reason for State compensation is, that the expense of individual 
insurance falls only upon persons in districts subject to atta: 
from the sea or air, and therefore operates as a special war 
tax However, the justice of these considerations is now 
admitted, and it only remains for a scheme of compensation 
to be elaborated Apparently this will involve the return of 
premiums already paid, and the assumption by the State of 
liability to pay fair compensation for damage done by aircraft 
or bombardment, and also, we gather, personal injury ; though 
we do not know that this last can be said to be definite 
admitted. 


Habeas Corpus and Internment. 

A point LEFT undecided by the majority decision of the 
louse of Lords in RP. v. Home Secretary, ex parte Halliday 
1917, A. C. 260), came before a Divisional Court in Kae parte 

(Times, 17th July). Regulation 148 of the Defence of 
the Realm Regulations, we scarcely need remind our readers, 
enables the Home Secretary to make an internment order 
against a British subject (or an alien) when, on the recommen- 
dation of a competent naval or military authority or of a 
tatutory advisory committee, he considers it expedient to 
intern such person for the safety of the realm in view of his 
‘hostile origin or association The validity of this Regu- 
lation was upheld in Mar parte Hallidau. But that case did not 
decide that the Home Secretary has an absolute discretion to 
make any internment order he pleases against any person 
chooses to consider within the terms of the Regulation; in 
other words, it did not decide that the Home Secretary can 
issue a /ettre de cachet which, once his signature is prove I, 
cannot be questioned in the courts The Attorney-General, 
indeed. endeavoured to contend that, in times of war, such 
an extreme power exists by virtue of the Royal Prerogative, 
quite apart from the Defence of the Realm Act under which 
Regulation 148 purports to be made but the House of Lords 
lid not give any encouragement to this view. They left open 


the question whether it is possible to bring into a court of law 
ne 


what, on the face of it, appears to be a valid order of the H« 
Secretary, with a recital that it is made in accordance with tlie 
procedure under his statutory powers, and ask the Court to go 
behind this order by inquiring into its regularity. The 


answer to this question, no doubt, is in the affirmative The 
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Home Secretary, acting under statutory powers of a purely 


administrative nature to make a preventive, not a punitive,’ ment; and, in the absence of 


detention order, can be in no higher position than any othe: 
executive officer with delegated powers, or an inferior court, it 


both of which cases the Court will inquire into the regularity 


and bond fides of an official act which, on the face of it, appears 


valid and intra vires: Re Allen (1860, 3 E, & E. 338). Where | the risk of a certain kind of accident exists all the time—¢ gq 


the act complained of is judicial, the remedy is by certiorar:; 
where executive, habeas corpus (Wrottesley, Criminal Appeals, 
pp. 93, 160, 165). In the present case the Court entertained 
the application, but, holding that no case had been made out 
to show any irregularity on the part of the Home Secretary, 
refused to issue a writ of habeas corpus. 


Workmen’s Compensation and Bicycle Accidents. 

The quaestio vevata of what are and what are not risks in 
cident to a workman’s employment, so that, where an accident 
results from the risk, the workman can claim statutory com 
pensation, has arisen in a very great number of different forms. 
One of these forms is that known popularly as the ‘‘ bicycle 
risk ’’—2.e., the risk of injury from a street accident incurred 
by an employee who rides a bicycle when engaged on business 
for his employer. And on this point an important judgment 
recently delivered by the House of Lords—Dennis v. A. J 
White d Co. (ante, p- 558)—in which the Lords have overruled 
the Court of Appeal (Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Pinu 
MORE, L.J., SarGant, J., diss.), will help to settle the law 
Fhe facts were simple, and are of all but everyday occurrence 
A boy, employed as a plumber’s mate, was sent on business 
errands by his employers, and used a bicycle, kept on their 
premises, for riding through the London streets on their busi 
ness about once a day. Upon such an occasion he was thie 
victim of a motor-car collision. The obvious difficulty here 
is whether one can say that the risk of bicycle accidents in 
the streets is a special risk incident to the boy’s employment, 
or a general risk of life—a ‘‘ street’’ risk——which he runs in 
common with every other cyclist. In the latter case, he can 
not recover statutory compensation, for the risk does not arise 
“out of ’’ the employment; in the former case, he can. The 
bicycle cases have been very various and confusing on the 
point; so it is not surprising that the judges of the Court ot! 
Appeal differed among themselves, and that the majority held 
the risk to be an ordinary risk of life, for which no liability 
rests on the employer. Neither is it surprising that the House 
of Lords took the wider view, and held that the risk of colli 
sion is inherent in the use of a bicycle in the streets; that the 
use of a bicycle in the streets was an essential part of the boy’ 
work; and that therefore injury from such a collision was 
injury from accident arising “‘ out of’ his employment for 
which he can recover. 


Risk Incidental to Employment. 

Sut the most interesting feature of Dennis vo il. J. White 
(sw pra) is the distinction drawn by Lord Fintay, C., between a 
bicycle accident when the employee merely uses a bicycle to 
get to and from his place of work, and one when he uses the 
bicycle while engaged on his work. In each case the risk is 
common to all mankind, not specially incident to the employ 
ment. But in the latter case it occurs ‘‘ in the course of the 
employment,’’ in the former it does not ; and, as Lord PaRMoor 
put it in Thom v. NSinelar (aute, p 350 1917, 
A. C. 127), ‘‘the fact that the risk may be common 
to all mankind does not disentitle the workman to 
compensation if, in the particular case, it arises out 
of the employment. Now in some cases the mere fact that an 
accident arises ‘‘in the course of ’’ the employment does not 
indicate that it arises ‘‘ out of the employment.’’ For exam 
ple, if a man is killed by lightning or by a murderer, or meets 
with sunstroke or frostbite while engaged on his work, it by 
no means follows that his work is in any sense a cause of these 
fortuitous and unusual injuries; he would probably have euf- 
fered from them just the same had he been idle instead of 
working. Therefore, in such cases as these, the Lord Chan 


’ exposure to such dangers in the victim's particular employ- 
{ * special exposure,”’ there is no 

evidence that the ac ident arose ‘‘ out of ”’ i.€., was due to 
1 the employment: Mitchison v. Day Bros. (1913, 1 K. B. 603); 


} 


a workman is sent on his master’s business to a 


l 

Weekes v. Stead (58 Soticirors’ Journau, 633) But when 
! 
i 


ocality where 


a boy sent to ride a bicyele in the streets—he is obviously 
exposed to the risk of an accident as a necessary condition 
of doing his work there at all The English decisions have 
hitherto held that in such cases as this last, the number and 
frequency of the accidents likely to happen is the test whether 
or not the risk incidental to the employment; whereas the 
Scottish cases have taken the simpler view that. the existence 
of a risk at all in obeying his orders entitles a workman to 
compensation: //ughes vy. Betts (8 B. W. C. C. 362) The 
ILlouse of Lords has now expressly approved the Scottish view 
as the correct view 


Copyright in a Telegraph Code. 

By tHe Copyright Act, 1911, copyright subsists in ‘‘ every 
literary work,’’ and in the Act 
less the context otherwise requires, 


original ‘literary work,’’ un 
‘includes maps, charts, 
plans, tables and compilations Is a telegraph code an 

original literary work,’ and entitled to copyright ? This 
question arose for decision in J). 1’). Anders d C'o. (Lim.) vy 
Licher Code Co. (ante, p. 545), and was decided by Mr. Justic 
BAILHACHE In the affirmative The plaintiffs had in 1912 
published ‘* The Empire Cipher Code,’ which was a code con 
sisting of five-lettér words so constructed that every word 
differed from every other word in at least two letter In 1915 
the defendants issued a code with five-letter ciphers (two-lette: 


variations), which reproduced the greate1 part of the five-lette: 

This the plaintiff alleged to be 
an infringement of their copyright, and accordingly brought 
their action. The defendants denied that the plaintiffs’ code 
was an original literary work, as its compilation require 


words in the plaintiffs’ code 


i no 
BAILHACHE, J., held 
that the plaintiffs’ code was a proper subject of « opyright 


skill, and the words were meaningless 


eranted an injunction This is, we believe, the first de 

on the point under the new Act, but a similar point 

in 1886 under the then law in Ager v. Collingrida: 
T.L. R. 291), where the plaintiff had published the ‘‘ Stand 
Telegram Code,’’ which was a compilation of 100,000 word 
specially applicable for telegraphic transmission, and the de 
‘ Shadbold’s Telegraph Code,’’ which 
contained some 70,000 of the plaintiff s words, ith the addi 


fendants had published 


tions of interpretations uited for the purposes of the timber 
trade Kay, J 


ubject of copyright, and that the defendants had infringed 


held that the plaintiff code wa L propel 


It appeared that the plaintiff had been, with paid assistants, 
occupied for four years in producing his code, and Kay, J., in 
his judgment, commented on its enornrous utility as ¢ ipply 

a collection of the aptest words for telegraphic use. Thi 
‘some help ”’ } 

We think that 


; 


was considered by BAILHACHE, d 
oming to his decision in the case before him 
it is not stating the matter too broadly to say that any com 
pilation of words which is original gud compilation, although 
it may not. be original in the word compiled, is a proper subject 
if copyright under the Act of 1911 


Ordinary Residence and Military Service 

WHat 1s known as the ordinary residence abroad ’’ exc p- 
tion in the First Schedule to the first Military Service Act 
has at last come before the Divisional Court, in /’ttar v 
Richardson (Times, 10th inst.). Section 1 | f the Act 
imposes liability to military service on all male Br h sub 
cts within certain age limits who, at the time » passing 
f the Act. were ‘‘ ordinarily resident in Great Britain: and 
section 1 (1) of the second Act extends the liability to all such 
ordinarily resident. ’ 


ons who “‘ for the time being ’”’ are 
in Great Britain If the matter rested here there would, 
loubtless. be great difficulty in deciding what nature and degree 


of residence in Great Britain amounts to “‘ ordinary residence 





cellor points out, one must inquire whether there is any special 
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within the meaning of the section 
plication, The first exception in the schedule excludes from lia 
bility person who tithough they satisly the conditions of 
hability, including ordinary residence in Great Britain, 

are neverthele ordinarily resident in one ol His Majesty s 
Dominions abroad, or resident in Great Britain only for the 
purpose of education, or for some other pe ial purpose Now, 
(1) that 


wo ordinary residences at the same time, 


if these words are to be taken literally, they imply 
a person can have t 
one in Great Britain and one in His Majesty 
elsewhere) abroad; and (2) that a person resident in Great 
Britain, for the purpose olf education or some special purpose 
only, is in fact ‘‘ ordinarily resident’’ in Great Britain. Both 
these classes of persons are to be excluded ; but on the ground 
that thei in Great Britain is qualified 
by the other condition named in the exception, not 
ind practitioners—on the ground 


s Dominions (or 


ordinary residence 
as is some- 
times assumed by justice 
that they are not ordinarily resident’’ in Great Britain 
In other words, ‘‘ ordinary residence’’ in Great Britain ren 
ders a man prima facre liable to service, although he is ex 
cused from liability if he can show that such “‘ ordinary resi 
dence’ here is compatible with the ground of exception in 
the qualifying paragraph of the Schedule All this, although 
the literal interpretation, seems rather strained; but the 
Divisional Court in Pittar v. Richardson (supra) have held 
that it is the correct interpretation It is, therefore, not 
enough for the justices to find that the defendant was 
ordinarily resident ’’ in Great Britain at the material times ; 
they must go on to find, in addition, that he’was not likewise at 
in one of His Majesty’s 

Dominions abroad, and not “‘ ordinarily resident ’’ here only for 
education or some special purpose. In the case of Pirtrar they 
found all these facts in evidence, which the Court held sufficient 


the same time ordinari resident 


to justify them in the exercise of their judicial discretion as the 
judges of fact; and so Pirtar§ was fixed with liability. He 


had been ordinarily resident in South Africa until June 
1914, when he came to England for a special purpose, namely, 
to finance a South African undertaking But, instead of 


returning during the war, he remained in England and married 
an English wife, with intent to return to his home in South 
Africa after the war was over The justices found that he had 
ordinary residence ’’ in Great Britain, had put 
an end to his rdinary residence in South Africa, and 
had changed the pecial character of his residence here 
by remaining in England and marrying here findings of fact 
which the Court could not disturb He therefore came 


acquired an 


within the statutory obligation to serve 


Agreement for Future Tenancy of Premises. 

AT THIS season of the year, when Londoners seeking change 
and rest are accustomed to arrange for the tenancy during the 
autumn of a country house, questions of some nicety some 
time arise as to the rights and liabilities of the proposed 
tenant We have 
a case where the tenancy of a dwe ling-house for a fixed term 


ti pute )» nas been du 


however, been surprised to hear that in 


irranged by writing, but the proposed 


tenant dies unexpectedly before the commencement of the 


tenancy, it has been contended by the executor that it was 
part of the barvain that the partie hould be excused from 
the performance of the contract by the death of the would-be 
occupier of the dwelling-house The answer is that there wa 


nothing to shew that the contract depended for its fulfilment 
on the survivorship of either or both of the contracting parties ; 
the representative of the landlord could 
death the repre entative 
He could take the benefit of the term for 
which the testator had ayreed to hire the premises. or pav 


on plete it after his 
of the tenant in « xpectancy was ina 


imilar position 


damage for brea h ot thi ivreement 


In the House f Commo n Thursda \Jr 


Mr. Dillon iid the prohibit of the foreign reulation of the Natio: 
vas till iv fores but the matter va ’ vy under 


onsideration 


But there is a further com- | 


Macpherson snawenring 


Soldiers’ Tenancies and Emergency 
Legislation. 


A veERyY interesting point as to the effect of section 2 of tle 
Courts (Emergency Powers) Amendment Act, 1916, was rais 
before AstBury, J., in Tozer v. Viola (Times, 14th inst.) 
Under this section any officer or man of His Majesty's For 
who is the tenant of any premises under a tenancy from ye 
to year, or for any longer period, may apply to the count 
court for leave to determine the tenancy, and the section pri 
ceeds 
and upon any euch application being made the Court may, in its 
ib ite discretion, after considering all the circumstances of t 
case and the position of all the parties, by order authorize t 
ipplicant to determine the tenancy by such notice and upon 
conditions as the Court thinks fit, and thereupon such tenancy ma 
notwithstanding any provision in the tenancy agreement or lease 
letermined accordingly 
It will be observed that the section speaks only of the tenant 
and the tenancy, and it does not expressly state what is to be 
the effect of the determination of the tenancy on other parties 
in particular, what is to be its effe 


vho are interested t 


when there has been an assignment of the original tenancy o1 
term Who in that case is the for the purpose ol 
the section—the original lessee or the assignee? And if thi 
ignee is treated as the tenant, what is to be the effect on the 
liability of the original lessee? It will be remembered that 
im ir questions arose not long ago on section 2 of the 
Finance Act, 1912, which provided for the apportionment in 
certain cases between the ‘‘ grantor’’ of a lease of licensed 
premises and the lessee of the increase in the licence duty under 
the Finance Act, 1910. That section has now, fortunately, 
heen repealed (Finance (No, 2) Act, 1915, s. 18), but it might 
be supposed that any draftsman dealing with the relation o! 
landlord and tenant would have the singular history of the 
ection fresh in his mind, and would attempt to make the 
position cleat However, this was not done in the present case, 
and the point in Tozer Viola (supra) was whether, where 
the lease had been determined by the county court at the 
instance of the soldier assignee, this operated to determine tlie 


* tenant 


liability of the original lessee 

Since the effect of the assignment is to vest the term in the 
assignee, it seems correct to speak of him as the tenant; and 
certainly this is so where the assignment is with the consent 
of the lessor, and where he has accepted the assignee as li! 
tenant——where, ¢.g., he has received rent from him. The ques 
tion whether the assignor can in any case be ‘‘ tenant ’’ within 
the meaning of the Act we need not now inquire But treat 
ing the assignee as tenant, and recognising that the term has 
been put an end to so far as he is concerned by the order of thie 
county court, what is the effect on the original lessee ? 
The liability and rights of a lessee after assignment are, of 
, The lessee remains liable to the lessor 


S 


course, well settled 
on his covenant to pay rent, but the assignee also becomes 
directly liable to the lessor by privity of estate; and as between 
these two concurrent liabilities, that of the assignee is treated 
as the primary liability, and, as between themselves, the lesset 
is only a surety for the assignee; and he is entitled to be 
indemnified by the assignee, either under the usual express 
covenant of indemnity or without any such covenant 
HW olverid qe v. Steward (1 Cr. & M 5 p 660) If, in those r 
cumstances, the term is put an end to, then rent, as such, 
ceases to be payable (¢/. Re Jolly, 1900, 2 Ch. 616), and prima 
facie there is an end of the liability both of lessee and assignee 
In the present case it was sought to avoid this result on the 
inalogy of the cases on disclaimer in bankruptcy. It wa held 
on the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that, notwithstanding disclaimer 
by the trustee in bankruptcy of the assignee, the lessee 
remained liable on his covenant: A/i//l v. Fast and West 1 
Dock Co. (9 App. Cas. 448), and the later Bankruptey Acts 
expressly provide that the rights of third parties shall not 
be affected (Act of 1893, s. 55 (2): Act of 1914, s. 54 (2)) 





It was sought to apply the same principle to the Courts (Emer- 
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gency Powers) Amendment Act, but Astbury, J., rejected 


the analogy and held that since the lessee, if he remained | 


liable, would have his remedy over against the assignee by 
way of indemnity, the assignee would not be protected, and 
the object of the Act would be defeated. This is. in effect. 
the ground on whic h the liability of a surety for rent was held 
to be extinguished by disclaimer in Stacey v. Hill (1901, 1 Q. B 
660, C. A.). 
was referred to in Tozer v. Viola, but in fact it appears to bi 
conclusive on the point 


; 


he lease must be determined altogether, and Astsury, J 


ld that this was the result under the Act 


Acceleration of Remainders. 
[I 


Our early authorities on disclaimer, though weighty in 
authority, are scanty in number. Necessarily so, for livery 
of selsin was essential to pass to feoffee an estate of freehold 
No deed was at law neces 
sary for the purpose, but, if a deed of feofiment were used, 


when the feoffor was in o« upation 
livery of seisin was the absolute essence of the transaction 
Perkins, section 204; Challis, R.P., 2nd ed., 86. But, to 
deliver, there must be one to accept livery. If there were but 
one feoffee, and he refused to accept livery, or was legally in 
competent to do so as being civilly dead, nothing passed in 
spite ol the deed We shall not then expect to find cases of dis 
claimer unless the livery had been to a married woman without 
her husband’s knowledge, to an infant, or to some only of the 
joint feoffees of the deed 

Thus, should A enfeoff B on condition before such a day to 
enfeoff C for life, remainder to D; then, if C refused to accept 
livery, A could re-enter on B’s fee for the condition broken, 
and C was without remedy: Statham, Abr., Condicions (11), 
citing 19 Hen 6; cf. Roundell vy. Carver (2 Sw. 383a, 2 Bro 
Parl. Cas. 66) Again, tenant for life at law could surrender 


to remainderman by mere words If, then, he says to remain 


derman ‘‘ I surrender to you,” but remainderman says “ I 
decline,’’ nothine would ‘pass the remainderman refuses 
before the estate is in him; this is all that is meant in Perkins, 
sections 581, 582, 607, 608 

But the whole point of Venrnis, J.’s dissenting opinion in 
Thompson v. Leach (2 Vent. 198), approved in D.P., 


reversed the decisions in the Courts below (i4id/., p. 208; see 


which 


Show. P.C., p. 151), is that tenant for life can by deed of 
surrender pass his life estate to the remainderman so as to 
merge the same as from the date of the deed, and that, though 
remainderman be at the time and for long after wholly 
ignorant of the existence of the deed. The authority of Litt 
(section 685), Coke, 2nd Inst. 286. Statham, Disclaymer (10), 
Joint Tenaney (12), Butler d Baker (3 Rep 26a, 27a, 29a), 
Perkins (sections 44, 45); Wallot v. Wilson (1903, 2 Ch. 494) 
is also similarly and clearly to this effect, namely, that an 
estate can be put into a man surreptitiously It cannot, of 
against his will, when he finds out; but 
iction when he discovers what has been 


course, be ke pt in lim. 
what is his course of 
done ? 

It was reserved till late in the 19th century for the Courts 
ly to determine that he ould by deed disclaim a 


conclusive 
legal estate in possession, and then rather on a principle of 
Tichell 
Words. 


po» 


convenience than on correct principle; Townson v 
(3 B. & Ald. 31) Lord Entpown asks in Vieloson v 
worth (2 Sw., p. 371) ‘* what is the thing called a disclaimer 
Moreover, till well on in the 19th century the disclaimant 
could disclaim a legal estate in possession only in a Court of 
Record: Statham, Joint Tenancy (12); Perkins, section 45; 
Butler & Baker ( upre) Nay. the Chancellor found need 
himself to affirm that his own Court, a court of equity, was 
sufficient Court of Record, in which to allow that one of three 
having been made to the other two only) 
ht disclaim the legal estate: Brooke, 
On the other hand a use 


feoffees to uses | liver \ 
who had not assented, mig 
Conscience (18), citing 16 Ed. 4. 


It does not appear from the report that this case 


For the protection of the assignee | 


years—neither of which affected the legal seisin—could be 
disclaimed by mere word of mouth in pais Butler & Baker 
| (supra) Smith v. Wheeler (1 Vent.. p. 130) 

| Why this necessity for disclaimer in a Court of Record? 
Because the estate had passed to the donee: to get it out of 
| himself (otherwise than by such disclaimer) he would have 
to persuade his feoffor to accept livery, a thine he could not 
compe Assuming him suecessful, his very feoffment would 
have been an acceptance and disposition of the estate. which 
he in truth intended to disclaim: Crewe v. Dich (4 Ves. 96) 
Can it be doubted that, had the feoffor originally inherited the 
estate as heir to his mother, by the refeoffment he would have 


| iequired a new estate, which as being a new estate would, 
| under the old law, have become descendible to his heirs ea 
mirte pater Feofiment and re-enfeoffment was the recog 
nized mode of achieving this object 

A passage in Sheppard’s Touchstone by Preston, p. 452, 
sserting that disclaimer avoided the 
estate ab it10 That authority asserts that, if testator 


dey 1ses 


may be musread as 


(a) to his heir in fee simple, or (b) to a stranger fo 
years, life or tail, with remainder to his own heir in fee simple, 
the heir can waive the devise, take by descent and so void the 
devise (thus implying that the heir ould under the old law. if 
he wished, claim by devise) ; but that, (c) if he gives to his hei: 
in tail, remainder to a stranger, the heir is in by purchase and 
cannot claim by descent, but may disclaim, and then the 
stranger will be accelerated The last proposition is obvious: 
Perkins, section 569: the heir cannot insist on his testator 
dying intestate 

We may doubt whether proposition (a) was e 
position (b) was probably at one time law, but Watkins, 
Descent, pp 229-232, in effect denies it 
Act the heir could not, as purchaser, take by devise that quan 


ver law; pro 
Before the Inheritance 


tum of estate which the law on intestacy would have cast on him 
by an elder and more dignified title as being given by law; he 
had to take by descent without election to take by purchase 
But assume proposition (b) to have been law, all it amounts to 
is this, that the heir, having held the remainder as from the 
testator’s death under right by two titles, elects to hold under 
one title-—the elder—-the remainder which from the testator’s 
death has been, is, and in spite of the disclaimer, will remain, 
in him 

Avain, if A disseissed B to the u 
previous authority, C by ratifying A 
ah initio of the wrongful fee: by disclaiming the wrong, he 


without C 
? 
wrong woul | be In 


e ot c. 


would never have been in at all of the wrongful fee Th 
question is one solely between A acting as agent without 
authority on behalf of C, an assumed principal, and C; not 
a question between B and C It is obvious that A could not, 
as against C, insist on hts being seised to the old equitable use 
of C, unless and until C ratified the wrong; 
A could not insist on being trustee for C, with the consequence 
of C indemnifying A: there could. be no presumption of 
acceptance by C of A’s wrong; consequently, 


in other words, 


wthout ratifiea 


tion by C’. there would never have been, before the statute, ar 


equitable use in C’s favour; consequently the Statute of Use 
could not. vest the wrongful legal seisin in C This will 

* All the leading propositions under the Statute f Uses, and 
by the very worde of the Statute vesting the legal estate in ceatut que 
use for the same interesta as he had in the equitable use before the 
Statute, are based for their very validity on this, that the Chancellor 
would have allowed of similar equitable uses pri to the Statute as 
good equitable uses On this principle depended the validity, in docu 
ments operating under the Statute, of good freel ids futu shifting 
ind springing uses, nvevance by husband t vite ind to himself and 
others as joint tenants and many other principles, sucl purchaser 
for value without notice There cannot in Tact ipart fT! 1 epecial 


Act (see Conv. Act, 1881, s. 62) be a good legal us inder the Statute 
vhich before the Statute would not have been good as an eq itable use 
We believe that we could shew that all the leading positions on the Statute 
of Uses were established, either at once after the passing ot the Statute 


as the logical result of equity decisions which we have on record, given 
before the Statute, or by decisions of those who were livin and prac 

tising before the Statute We can shew that before the Statute, common 
law judges sat continually with the Chancellor, or the Clerk of the 
Rolls. to assist, or, as we may suspect, supervise and impede his 





before the statute, which was a mere equity, or a term of 


administration of the use 
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explain the argument in Wutto: case (2 Leon. 223) In a 
sense as betw mn one f several joint feoffees and his fellows 
Nis aiscila f I effect amount to avoiding his estate 
a/ f for nt tenants are seised per mie et per tout, 
ind in ¢ tum of Parke, B., in Doe v. Harris 
(16 M. & W yy be understood and read in this 
ense Litt section 685); Coke, 2nd Inst 
283: St ) r (10): Joint Tenancy (12) 

Wi i e proved that disclaimer did not avoid 
the estate / f without having hithert uggested, as we 
lo now, t bf is ¢ root les on him who erts the 
cont 

N t / | 2 Ch. 374) and Re Willis 
bJid ( bo f i i mer ot estates the 
one ‘ iit ble i inaer ds not deed , a 
| tit t ‘ nportal 

\ LeGaL Estatt 

Dee We t tif. at mmon law, a legal estate 
‘ b ’ t A tor fe. remainder to B, and A dis 
cla ‘ thie estate a dina ption, B’s remainder 
“ g Hut t erated Fitzherb Suh pana, l Co 
Litt he ipproved, Il Bach, Sid. 360), 

P t 65: wherea the fe estate w void 
im i leed w i Pp ! 967, 568 
Ne the Statute f Use A conveys to B and 
h ("jf ‘ en nder to the use of C’ 
f t al t nder to the use of D in fee 
( | rT what t position ) 
clea r b re the statute, as the Year 
B ti 23: Fitzherl Abrid Suh 
y ned Dver, 509 sl0Oa) shew. there would 

el e use to tl feoffor for the life of 

( t i " t betore tl tatute te Imiiar Use 
( nse ent t ! rds ot th tatute (see concluding 
WO! Het . AL 1), there would now be a 
re t ‘ the feoffor for C life Consequently 
it ‘ orn in ¢ ife would never have been 
‘ ) t all event Statute (10 Will. 3, 
by Mr. Sweer, 140), a posthumou 
( ex ded ipart altogethe1 from the 
operation t Acts of 1845 and 1877 See further Fearne 
Cont. Re 23 t se 

it \W f t t in ca of devises for a parti 
, t Statute « W f Hen. 8, of land 
le , r for life or in tail, (a) disclaimed 
, t remainder ove! Perkin 67 
H8, 569: YB 7 He 6, Trin. 23. Fitzherb., Su4p 

1) ‘ ‘ ited in both cases in accordance 
‘ tion of the testator ind in the second 
est the whole will should be void 

nile ition wv owed. This principle, in case of lega 
erat remainders on a particular estate dis 
f Dyer, 509, 31 Re Seott, 1911, 2 
( / Plowd., p. 414: Fuller v. Fuller, 
( EK Shi lou tone, 452: Vin. Abr., Remainder 
( sntion (Jalil ¢, Jacobe. 8 Ch. BD. 768 
Ve ( I 7 is the latter is explained in J pi v 
NY 1904. 14 548) Leon consistently followed since 
the Statute f 1) ‘ ndeed. in Re Tou end (34 Ch. D 
7 eat it adverting to, or having his atten 
t " exit t t I between lecal and equitable 
the ¢« ithoritie m equitable devise would 

ha ! i eT n n ! ur ot n coustable vested 

rémainder 
] ] luded 

( \ j { ’ f the Ex 

, : 4 a 1, that 

] : | < ye Da } <l 

| | Old Age Pe ms Acte 
' iw 4% however. be 
< ‘ unler ti Acts to a 
6 na t hed by reas of adn 


| 


Book of the Week. 


Statutes.—Paterson’s Practical Statutes—The Practical Statuté 
of the Session 1916 (6 & 7 Geo. 5), with Notes, Table of Statut« 
Repealed and Amended, Lists of Local and Personal and Privaté 
Acts, and a copious Index. Edited by W: De Bracy Herpes 
M.A., LL.M., Bervictes at-Law. The “Field and Queen” Offi 
(Horace Cox) (Limited), * Law Times” Office. 12s. 6d. 


Correspondence. 


Bankruptcy Costs, 
To the Editor of the S Journal and i eckly Reporte 


si I have recently 


licitors’ 


raised a point on the question of « 
may be of interest to your 
| Rees 
before, anal ot 
and not pressed the question 


in bankruptcy which readers, as |] 

d by the Officia 

had been ! i 
} 


udop ed them 


iver, with whom I raised the question 
tors, on hearing his vi 
but he inforn 


same grounds of objectio 


aised her solie 
nave 
had never raised the 
e taken by me 


Phe point in question 


me that They 
his ruling which we! 


was whether, when the debtor pays 


the Receiving Order, and the t 
hands do not LK 


fu ind obtains a reseission of 


. 1 : 
which come to the Receiver’s exceed 


assets 


the petitioning creditor's costs are subject to a reduction of tw 
fifths, as provided by Rule 103 (2) of the Bankruptcy Rules 
Orders. 1914 

In my case th petitioner's debt was about £72, and 
petitioner was the n erediter It s deemed simply ‘ 
tumacious on the debtor's part that he had not paid before 
Lece ng Onder He subsequently deposited with the Offic 


teceiver a sufficient sum to discharge the petitioner’s debt and 





see Pp 


sts of the bankrup'cy, and olytained a rescission of the Rece 
( Pred | carried in my bill f taxation in the usual way, 
the Official Receiver attached a certificate to it that the assets did 

exceed £300 The Registrar who taxed the bill held that 

vas bound by ti certificate, and so replied to my rbject 
although he was in sympathy with my argument that the rul 
ques n did not apply to such a case 

Before completing my allocatur, I made inquiry of Mast 
lanner, the Taxing Master in Bankruptcy of the High Cou 
and he informed me that, in his view, when the debtor paid 


fu there ceased to be a bankruptcy, and the petitioning cred 
j ¢ 


was therefore entitled to his costs in full, Rule 103 (2) having 
py ition in this case 

| reported this to the Official Receiver, who thereupon laid 
point before the Board Trade, with the result that he was 


trueted not furthe raise his objection, and my costs we 


illowed and paid in fu 
| nture to think that the publication of this letter may cau 
formity of practice in the High Court and County Court w 
rithert has Thert been the case 
Aurrep Dock! 
9, Gray's Inn-square, London, W.C, 1 


18th July, 1917 


“Incorporation of Documents made after a Will.” 
| lo the Editor of the Journal and Weekly Reporter 


Sil Refer 
May 


1 testator who 


Nolicitors’ 


issue «fl 


ring to the article on this subject in your 
we should be glad to know whether, in yout 
desires future advances to be brought into hot 
his 


will to that 


might safely rely upon a direction in i 
ved by a direction that the figures appearing in his p 
edger shall be conclusive evidence as to the amount of 
lwar ~ 
It w tld almost seem to } | horw from the case of Henriqu 
Depres. that the only safe course would be to mention the an 
f advances at the date of the wi and to make a codicil each 
fur r advance is made s. 7%. a5 
s. © er-street, Manchester 
lith June, 1917 
This really depends on the mode in which the advan 


the 
: - ; ; 
to hotenpot, the entry in the ledger is ] 
dentification "’ of the and 
at the date of the will t 
n Ite Deprez (1917, 1 Ch. 4 


ledger is nm 


nly such advances as are entered in 
to be brought in 
descrip ion or advance 


stence so as 


unless in ex 
neorp rated in it [his was the case 


29). If the 


however reference to the 


t can be used as evidel 
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irt of the description, the entries in 
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of the advances, but not, as we understand the matter, conclusive 
evidence. In fact, the reference to the ledger is useless, and may 
be harmful For without any such reference the ledger is admis 
sible as evidence, and the “reference may have the effect of ex 
cluding it. If it is desired to make the ledger conclusive evidence, 
the entry must be in existence at the date of the will, though it 
is possible that evidence of mistake would still be admissible : see 
Re Kelsey (1905, 2 Ch. 465). The proper course appears to be 


to omit all reference to ledgers or books, leaving them to have thei! 





rdinary effect as evidence; or else to do as our corresy* ndents 
suggest—make a fresh codicil on each further a 
the former course seems the more practical.—Ep. SJ 


ivance Ct these 





Estate Duty on Annuities. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 

Srr,—I shall be greatly obliged if “ Linceln’s Inn” will say 
what the authorities consider an “ Appropriation 
sufficient to avoid payment of Estate Duty on the death of an 
annuitant. Is it necessary that funds should be settled upon 
trustees for the payment of the annuity, or would it be sufficient 
for the executor and residuary legatee to direct a company whose 
stock is to be appropriated to pay the dividends of a specific amount 
to the annuitant for life ‘ 


of investments 


16th July, 1917. 


We have further correspondence, which we are obliged to hold over 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CARLTON MAIN COLLIERY CO. (LIM.) ». CLAWLEY. No. 1. 
9th May ; 19th June. 
WorRKMEN’S COMPENSATION—ANY WEEKLY PAYMENT May BE ReperMeED 
FINALITY OF {EDEMPTION—COMPENSATION BY WEEKLY PAYMENT 

MakinG Up Werkty EARNINGS—WoORKMEN'’S COMPENSATION ACT 

1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1, Scnep. L., cLauses 16, 17. 

1 workman, prior to the date of an accident in 1910, which injured 
his ankles, earned £1 168. 4d. per week. The employers admitted ha 
bility, and paid him 18s. 2d. per week down to 1915. This payment 
was made withvut any agreement being recorded and with no award 
being made. In Uctober, 1913, an agreement was come to, the terms 
of which, so far as material, were: (1) that the employers should find 
him a house near the colliery; (2) light work which he could sit down 
to do; (3) pay him 8s. 10d. per week by way of compensation, this 
sum being the difference between what he earned before and was nou 
earning after the accident. The 8s. 10d. was requiarly paid until 1917, 
when the employers applied to be allowed to redeem the weekly payment 
of 88. 10d., under section 17 of the First Schedule The county court 
judge allowed the redempti nm of the weekly payment, but made a 
declaration of liability on the part of the employers to pay further 
compensation tn certain events 





The employers appealed from so much 
of the award as declared them liable to pay further compensation; the 
workman appealed against the award in so far as it aliowed red mp 
tion of the weekly payment 

Held. as to the employ ap pe ul. that the ar rd 3 t he ef aside 
as a_rede mption of weekly payments under lause 17 of the First 
Schedule must be final and compete. 

Held, as to the workmen appeal Bankes, L..J.., dissentiente) on the 
question whether the weekly payment was capable being redeemed, 
that the words “‘any weekly payment"’ appeared to’ mean any weekly 
payment ascertained by agreement or settled by arbitration to which 
an app.icont was entitled by way of compensation; that while the em 
ployers were entifled to apply to redeem the 8s. 10d., the arbitrator 
ought, before dealing with the application, to afford the workman an 
opportunity, if he so desired, to review the weekly payments under 
fection 16 of the First Schedule In the result, therefore, the em 
ploye ra’ appeal was allowed, and the warkman’s a] peal dismissed 


Appeal and cross appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Fossett 
Lock at Barnsley County Court. The workman met with an accident 
in 1910, and was paid compensation down to 1917, under circumstances 
which appear in the head note. The employers then applied to the 
county court to redeem the weekly payments, on the footing that the 
man’s incapacity was permanent. The application was resisted on two 
grounds : (1) that the 8s. 10d. a week was not a weekly payment within 
Clause 17 of Schedule I., and was, therefore, not subject to redemption 
except by agreement ; and (2) that the incapacity was not ‘ permanent 
Within the meaning of the same clause. The county court judge made 
an award in the following terms: ‘I find that the incapacity of the 
respondent is permanent to the extent at least of the weekly payment 
of 8s. 10d., which has been paid for over three years. And I order 








that this payment be redeemed at the fixed rate, which it is agreed 
But I make a declaration that that re- 


will mean a sum of £221 6s 





demption is without prejudice to the continuing validity of the remain 
ing terms of the agreement between the parties made in October, 
1913, and also without prejudice to any further liability of the appli- 
cants (the employers) to pay further compensation to the respondent, 
if at any time it should be found that the inc apa ity of the respondent 
has been diminished below the average weekly, earning capacity of 
£1 7s. 6d. in consequence of the old mjury. And 1 declare that the 
applicants are so liable accordingly, but subject to the proviso that 
any further liability of the applicants to pay compensation to the 
respondent shall not, even in the event of total incapacity, exceed 
the week y sum of 9s. 4d being the difference between the original 
maximum weekly sum of 18s. 2d. and the weekly sum of & 10d. (part 
thereof) hereby redeemed.’’ The employers appealed from so much of 
the award as declared that the redemption was without prejudice to 
the continuing validity of the remaining terms of the agreement, and 
' I , I | a expressed in the award, and 
so far as it ordered them to pay costs. The workman appealed from 
the award far a t ordered redemptior Cu ad vult 
Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said 
that the employers had applied to redeem a weekly payment under 
clause 17 of Schedule | nd the county yurt judge had allowed re 
demption, but had made a declaration of liability to pay further com 
pensation in certain event The award had not been supported by 
counsel on either side He thought it sufficient on this point to say 
that the view of the learned judge was inconsistent with the plain 
snguage of the statute and with the decisions of this Court. A redemp 


ny turthet t ty i the em} vers 


rat 


tion under clause 17 must be final and complete. The award on that 
ground being set aside, there arose an important question, whether the 
weekly payment of £ 10d. was capable of being redeemed The 
scheme of the Act was that every weekly payment might be reviewed 


nK 
under clause 16 right could not be limited to the case in which 
the weekly payment was the total sum of the compensation agreed 
upon the award. The Act also provided that every weekly payment 
might be redeemed under clause 17, but only on the application of 
the employer. That was a privilege conferred upon the employer 
His lordship thought it applied to every weekly payment which might 
be reviewed under clause lé The combined operation of clauses 16 
and 17 enabled a fair result to be obtained in most cases between 
workmen and employers. If the employer gave notice to redeem a 
wee} ly payment whi by change of circumstances had become too 
small, it might be possible to give the workman an opportunity to apply 
for a review under clause l€ If a review was granted, the applica 
tion for redemption yuld fail. For example, if the employers had 
ceased to allow the use of a cottage rent free, it would be obviously 
unfair to redeem on a basis which excluded the cottage In the present 
ise, he thought the empl ’ r fa | 














entitled to redeem the 


plovers were p 
is. 10d., but before any such order was made, the workman ought to be 
afforded an opportunity of applying to review under clause 16. If no 
such application was made, the learned judge must decide whether 
the incapacity was permanent or not If an application to review was 
made, it would con n with the application to redeem. It might be 


that Parliament might think it expedient to amend clause 17 so as to 
get rid of some of the difficulties he had indicated In the meantime 
the Court had to administer clause 17 as it stood As to costs, the 
workman's application failed, and must be dismissed with cost The 
application in substance succeeded, and would be allowed 


emplover 
but without ts® The sts in the county court to be dealt with by 





BANKI Lo wreed that an order for redemption must be final 
ind ext ished all un of the workman to compensation for 
the pa ir inquiry in respect of which the weekly payment was 
made. On the question raised by the workman cross-appeal, he 
differed from the opinion expressed by the other members of the Court 
Ihe workman contended that the weekly payment he received from his 
employers was not such weekly payment as was contemplated by clause 
17 of the First Schedule. The question appeared never to have been 

nsidered by this Court. Marshall v. P 1914, 3 K. B. 1047) was 
the case of weekly payments to an infant, and it was not di puted that 
the weekly paymer t made to the infant r presented the full measure of 
the ex mpensation he was entitled to at the time f the application to 


redeem. No doubt it would be a convenient course for the county 


court judge to allow either party, if he desired it, the opportunity to 
apply for a review, and to adjourn the application to redeem, but that 
course would be entirely the discretion of the judge. In his opinion 
the case must go back “to have it decided whether the weekly payment 
was one which entitled the employer to an order to redeem ind if it 
was so held, then whether the incapacity of the workman was per 
manent. Uy the first « tion he expressed no oF n except that 
it was not clear upon the evidence whether the workman was capable 
of ear he ful 7s. Gd. referred to in the agreement. If the first 
juestion was decided in the negative, then the learned dge would 
jecide whether to adjourn the application or disn it ind that would 
depend t ne extent on whether either part Dy l to review. Neither 
the appeal nor ! ippeal entire reeeded l he thought there 


should be no order upon the appeal except that the award should be 


sect aside and the case remitted, and neither party should have any 


costs here or below As to the construction he, with hesitation, placed 
upon clause 17, he ventured to think it received some measure of sup 
port from the view ex] ed by Fletcher Moulton, L.J in Calico 
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Printers’ Association (Limited) y. Higham (1912, 1 K. B., at p. 103; 56 
Soxicirors’ Journat, 89), where he discussed the position of a workman 
under clause 17. Case remitted.—Counsex, for the appellants (the em- 
ployers), i/exander Newson; for the re pondent (the workman), Waddy 
and W. Shakespeare. Sorvicrrors, Barlow, Barlow, d Lyde, for Wilm 
huret and Stones, Huddersfield : Corbin, Greener, d& Cook tor Raley a 
Sons, Barnsley. 
[Reported by Eusxtwe Raerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


He HICKLIN. THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. HOARE. Astbury, J. 


Ziet June. 


Revenve—Estate Dery—incipence—Pustic Trustee—WItTnpRrawaL 
Free—Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 3 9 (1 
Under a will there was a trust for le, and certain wmmediate 


pecuniary legacies were to be paid free of duty, and the residue was to 
be held on trust for the wife for her life, and after her death for auch 
persons a she should ppowl id thiect theret upon trust to pay nine 
pecuniary tlegacie and divide the remainder equally between twelve 
restduary leqgutee The wife made a partial appointment not affecting 
the nine legate: 

Held, that the duty payable on the unapyn inted funds must be borne 
rateably hy the nin yact and the ultimate exid us md not wih Aly 
hy the ultimat ré Lue 

jerry v. Gaukr er 1905, 2 C'h. 11 follow 

The ‘coat i and lental te th poy nt of extate duty and le gacy 
duty and the distribution of the residue. and also the Public Trustee's 


withdrawal fee, are all coats of distribution to be borne by the residue 

This was a summons iesued by the Public Trustee to determine the 
question whether certain dut \ " to be borne rate bby by legatees and 
the ultimate residue of unappointed funds or wholly by ultimate residue ; 
and eimilarly as t rtain { ind expenses of and incidental to (a) 
the payment of the estate duty b) the payment of legacy dut and 
(c) the distribution f the rvesiduary trust fund and also to the 
withdrawal fee payable inder Public Trustec Fees) Order, 1912, 
Schedule Part I., clause 2 (see Cotift Index, 1912, p. cl. xxi The 


The testator by his will, dated 29th October, 


facts were as follo 
und out of the proceeds called 


1908, wave his property on trust for sale, 


his residuary ma the trustees ere to pay his debts and 
funeral and i tamentary expense and certain immediate pecuniary 
leyvacies given free f du ind to hold the residue upon trust for his 
wife for life, and after her decease for h per she should by deed 
or will appoint, and bject thereto upon trust to pay nine pecuniary 
legacies which were ‘ tre r duty ind t divide the remainder 
equally hetween twelve residuar legates The testator died in 1909 
and in 1911 h widow made her ll exercising the power of appoimtment 
over a part of the funds, but leaving a considerable portion to go in de 
fault of appointment. Her appointment did not affect the nine leyaci 
She died in 1915 ind in 1916 the Publi ly tee as ap] nted sole 
trustee of the testator i} As the wife mmpetent to dispose of 
the trust fund estate a became pavable on her death under the 
Finance Act, 1894 ) if tion 1 (a The duty on the appointed 
funds, even though pa ble in the first instance by the wife's executor 
under section 6 ub-sect ! ; vas ultimate ly thrown on the trust fund 
by section 9, sub-section (1 

“Astaury, J., after stating the facts, said : I have come to the nelu 


sion in this case that the pecuniary legacies must bear their proportion 
of duty Altho ugh the thre judg res of the Court of Appeal in Berry v 


(faukroger 19035, 2 Cl L1¢ ill based their judwments partly ind 
Vaughan Williams, L..J., entirely, on section sub section 1, which only 
applies to cases where the executor is not accountable, and is not 
applicable to the present ise, the judgments of Romer and Cozen 

Hardy, L.JJ., went beyond that and implied that in all cases the charge 
given by section 9, sub ction 1, falls rate ibly on the beneficial interests 
in the property charged, and I must therefore f w that view As to 
the other points, the first three items 1 (a) (b) and (c) are ordinary costs 


of distribution and must be borne by residue Che same consideration 
applies to the withdrawal fee, agp is an expense incurred by the 
trustee in the distribution of the ntire fund COUNSEL, Colquhoun 
Dill; Harman; W. M. Hunt Sotrerrors, Finnis, Downey, Lannell, A 
Chessher, for S. W. Page a& S Wolverhampton ; Cecil John Mercer 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristeret Law.) 


LEVY v. GOLDHILL & CO. Peterson, J. 15th, 18th, 19th. and 


26th June. 


Contract—ComMIssion—Reprat ORDER CONTINUANCE OF COMMISSION 


Joynson v. Hunt & Son (1905, 93 L. 7. R. 470) applied. 


This was an action for damages for breach of an agreement for shar 
of profits made on all orders and repeat orders, and payment of com 
mission found due. Two questions raised at the trial were, (1) whethe: 
the plaintiff's right to a commission in respect of repeat orders con 
tinued after the termination of his agreement, and (2) whether thé 
ages iff was entitled to any and what notice terminating the agreement 


The facts were as follows : The plaintiff carried on various businesses of 
his own, and travelled about the country in connection therewith. He 
also obtained orders for other firms on commission. In 1915, Shirley 


Goldhill, trading as Goldhill & Co., wrote him the following letter 
Dear Sir,—I agree to pay you half profits on receipt of orders 
(provided the customer is good)’’—and here followed a list of prices 
of sponges, brushes, hardware, etc., upon which the profits were to l« 
based, and the letter continued—‘‘ same applies to repeats on any 
accounts introduced by you.—Yours truly, Shirley Goldhill.’’ Under 
this agreement the plaintiff obtained and transmitted orders to the 
defendant. Subsequently a dispute arose between the parties, and 
the defendant wrote to the plaintiff on 7th March, 1916, requiring him 
to return his samples, and refusing to allow him to represent him any 
longer 

Peterson, J., after stating the facts, and reviewing the cases on both 
sides, said: This is an agreement to pay half profits on any repeat 
orders on any accounts introduced by the plaintiff, and having regard 
to the authorities, I think that the true view is that this is an agreement 
to pay the plaintiff commission on orders, whenever received, if they 
come from customers who are introduced by the plaintiff, and I si 
decide on the first question. On the second question, there has been 
no attempt to prove any custom as to notice, and I am of opinion that 
there is no employment in the strict sense of the term at all in the 
present case. The plaintiff is not the servant of the defendant in any 
sense, and is not bound to do any work at all, nor is there any obligatior 
on the part of the defendant to provide work for the plaintiff but mer 
a provision that the defendant would, in certain circumstances, pay 
ertain remuneration to the plaintiff. Applying the decision in Joynson 
v. Hunt & Son (1905, 93 L. T. 470), I decide that the plaintiff is not 
entitled to any notice whatever—CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and E. G 
Rand (J. Rutherford with them); Samuel J. Duncan. Souicirors, 
Isadore Goldman; Humphreys, Phillips, & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieterat-Law.] 


Re LETHBRIDGE. COULDWELL v. LETHBRIDGE. Neville, J 


5th and 6th July. 


Serttep LaNp—INFant TENANT IN TatL—ENtTRY INTO POSSESSION BY 
C'rustees Duratnc Mrnority—TiItTLe Deeps—GvuaBDIANS—CONVEYAN 
ING AND Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 42. 
Section 42 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, merely 

pive fa truate it land to which an infant ia entitled in possession 

tenant in tad a discretion as to whethei they shall enter into poss 

sion of such land during the minority of such infant, and does not im 

pose upon them any re ponsibility if they do not enter into possess 
‘tf not necessary for title deeds of a property of which an infant 

tenant an tail in possession to he de} womted in the hank in the names 
the trustees of the settlement and the guardians of the infant. It 
ficient if they are de po ited in the names of the guardians of 


; 


fhe 


snfant 
This was an originating summons taken out by the trustees of a will 
to determine (inte7 alia) whether they should, during the minority of 


the infant tenant in tail, in exercise of the powers conferred upon the 

i" section 42 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, enter 
nto possession of the rents and profits of the estate, or allow the infant 
lefendant to remain in occupation of the mansion house ; or whether t! 
hould let the same, and allow the home farm on the estate to 
uardians of the infant; and also whether, during s 
minority, the title deeds should be in their possession, or in whose } 
ession on behalf of the infant. The facts were as follows : Certain 
lands. together with a mansion house, were devised to trustees appointed 
for all the purposes of section 42 of the Conveyancing and Law of whe : 
perty Act, 1881, in strict settlement, and in the events which happened 
the infant defendant, in 1916, became tenant in tail in possession of the 
lands and the mansion house, and lived in the mansion house with his 
mother, younger brother and sisters, and it was desired by the family 
that he should remain in occupation during his infancy. The title deeds 
of the property had been deposited in the bank in the names of 
testamentary guardians of the infant Section 42 provides that trust: 
appointed for thie purpose during the minority of a person entitled 
the possession of the land may enter and continue in possession of s 
land. Counsel for the trustees said that the trustees, having powe! 
wished to know whether they were under 


he 


} 
l 


nanaged by the ¢ 


' 


to 


to 


enter under that section, 





arTeR Contract TERMINATED 
oe 7 agree to pay you hal} propt on re eipt of order " ee the 
same applies to repeata on any accounts introduced by you.’ 


Held, (1) that this was an agreement to pay the plaintiff commission on é 


orders whenever received, tf they came from cuatomere introduced by 


the plaintiff 
Wilson v. Harper (1908, 2 (/. 371) followed 


Weare + Brimsdow Lead Co 1910, 103 1 l BR. 429) not fol 
lowed 
2) That the p antihh we not entitled to a lies f terminattor 


liability to enter or not 
Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : Under section 42 the — 
and there is nothing in that secti« 


in exercise their discretion, 
into possession of the “a a 


make them respons sible if they do not enter 
The title deeds ought to remain deposited in the bank in the names 
the guardians of the infant, and it is not necessary that they should 
leposited in the names of the trustees as well as of the guardians 
Counsec. 2. F. Wheeler: W. Paley Baildon: G. W. Brabant SoLicl 
enson & Couldwell;: {rthur Hughe eed Fripp. 


o 


rons, Nfte 





of such an rgreement 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristerat Law.) 
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King’s Bench Division. 
ARMSTRONG v. JACKSON. McCardie,J. 6th and 13th June. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—Fipuctary Re.ationsHip—Executep Conrract— 
FRAUD—RESCISSION 
Where there is a fiduciary relationship between the parties to a con- 
tract, it ts not necessary to prove actual fraud in order to have the 
contract rescinded, even though it is executed; innocent misrepresenta- 
tion 1s good ground for rescission. 


The plaintiff, on 12th April, 1910, instructed the defendant, a stock 
broker, to buy 600 shares in a gold mining company. The shares were 
carried over, and the differences paid by the plaintiff. The defendant 
advised him to take up the shares. He did so, and paid the price to the 
defendant, and took a transfer. In 1915, the plaintiff discovered that 
the defendant had never purchased any shares for the plaintiff, and 
that the documents, such as the contango notes, were fictitious, and that 
the shares transferred were the defendant's own shares. The defendant 
had been a promoter of the company, and the shares transferred were 
a portion of the allotment shares received by him. The plaintiff claimed 
to have the transaction set aside. It was argued (inter alia) on behalf 
of the defendant, that the shares having been transferred, and the 
agreement executed, rescission could not be granted unless fraud were 
proved : Wilde vy. Gibson (1848, 1 H. L. C. 605, p. 632); Seddon v 
North Eastern Salt Co. (Limited) (1905, 1 Ch. 326, p. 333); and Angel 
v. Jay (1911, 1 K. B. 666; 55 Soricirrors’ Journat, 140). 


McCaroptg, J., in the course of a written judgment referring to the 
above cases, said: When the contract is completed, fraud must be 
proved before rescission can be granted. Such is the settled rule, and 
it is too late to regret the limitation which has been placed on the 
equitable doctrine of rescission on the ground of misrepresentation. In 
my opinion, however, the rule formulated in Seddon’s case (supra) has 
no application to such a case as the present. There the dispute was 
between vendor and vendee. In Angel v. Jay (supra) it was between 
lessor and lessee. In Wilde v. Gibson (supra) it was a dispute between 
seller and purchaser. In none of these cases did the question of 
fiduciary relationship arise. Where such relationship exists, the rule is 
infinitely stricter and more severe. It is immaterial that the plaintiff 
took a transfer of the shares, and was registered as owner. Such facts 
do not impair his right to rescission. In Gillett v. Peppercorn (1840, 
3 Beav. 78), and Rothschild v. Brookman (1831, 5 Bligh, N. S. 165), the 
transactions were set aside, though the contracts were as much executed 
as in the present case. These and other authorities are quite inde- 
pendent of the proof of actual fraud as defined by Derry v. Peek (1889, 
14 App. Cas. 357, 38 W. R. 33); they rest upon the fundamental basis 
of fiduciary relationship, and are wholly unaffected by the opinion of 
the House of Lords in that case. His lordship found further that the 
defendant had been guilty of personal deceit ; that the plaintiff had not 
lost his right to rescission by the lapse of time, as there had been no 
delay after discovery of the facts; and that there could be restitutio in 
integrum, although the shares had depreciated in value. He gave 
judgment for the defendant, ordering all sums received by the defendant 
to be repaid with interest at 5 per cent., and the plaintiff to transfer to 
the defendant the six hundred shares upon such payment.—Counsgz1, 
Schiller, K.C., and H. G. Robertson, for the plaintiff ; Disturnal, K.C:, 
and Walter Frampton, for the defendant. Soticitors, Lovell & White ; 
Hays, Roughton, & Dunn. 

[Reported by G. H. Knorr, Barrister-at-l.aw.] 


MILLAR & CO. (LIM.) ». OWNERS OF 88. ““FREDEN.” Rowlatt, J. 

2ad July. 

SHIPPING CHARTER-PARTY CONSTRUCTION FREIGHT PAYABLE ON 
**Deap Weicnut ’’—Speciric CARGO MENTIONED IN CHARTER-PARTY 
Lower Cusic CARRYING CAPACiTy or VESSEL. 

A clause in a vovage charter-party guaranteed the ship's dead weight 
capacity to be a certain number of tons, and the freight was payable 
on that basis. It was mentioned in the charter-party that the cargo 
was maize, but it was found that the cubic carrying capacity of the 
vessel was not equal to that tonnage weight of maize. The - & ee re 
sued for a return of the freight paid on the excess weight of the cargo 
which the vessel could not carry. 

Iield, that, by the mere mention of the nature of the particular cargo 
in the charter-party, the shipowners did not warrant the combined lift 
ing and carrying capacity of the vessel in respect of that cargo. 


Mackill v. Wright (14 App. Cas. 106) considered. 


This was an action on a charter-party, made 23rd December, 1915, 
between the plaintiffs as charterers and the defendante as owners of the 
steamship Freden, for a voyage to Durban to load a cargo of maize in 
bags for transport to the United Kingdom. The owners by clause 5 
guaranteed the ship’s dead weight capacity to be 3,200 tons, and freight 
wae to be paid on this quantity. The plaintiffs alleged that the vessel 
could, and did, not load more than 3,081 tons 560 |bs., and in conse- 
quence they suffered damage by payment of £400 for freight on a weight 
of cargo which the vessel could not carry, and they claimed the return 
of this amount. The defendants contended that the vessel was fully 
loaded with the cargo of maize, and that if the weight was lese than 
3,200 tons this was no breach of the contract, maize not being a dead 
weight cargo, and the guarantee being only applicable to dead weight 
cargoes. 


Row tart, J., said the short question was whether ‘‘ ship’s dead weight 
capacity ’’ in this charter-party meant her capacity to carry 60 many 
tons of maize, or her abstract lifting capacity. If the cargo had been 
described as ‘* lawful merchandise,”’ the contract would have been simply 
that freight was to be paid on the dead weight of 3,200 tons, and the 
nature of the cargo would have had nothing to do with it. Did the 
mere mention of maize as the cargo to be carried change the meaning 
into a combined lifting and cubic capacity? He could not adopt that 
view without authority. Mackill v. Wright (14 App. Cas. 106), which 
had been cited, did not lay down the general rule that the mere men 
tion of the cargo in the early part of the charter-party had the effect 
contended for by the plaintiffs. The action muet be dismissed with 
costs.—CounseL, Mackinnon, K.C., and 2. A. WrigAt, for the plaintiffs ; 
Leck, K.C., and A. Netlson, for the defendants. Sonicrrors, Sturton & 
Sturton; Botterell & Roche. 

(Reported by G. H. Knorr, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
BUTLER +, BUTLER. Div. Court. 6th July 
Wire's APPEAL FROM DecISION By JUSTICES—DesERTION—VENEREAL 

Dispase CONTRACTED INNOCENTLY BY Wire Berore Marriace—No 

Just Cause ror HvusBAND’s DESERTION. 

Where a wife had contracted syphilis innocently before marriage, and 
three days after marriage de veloped the disease, and the husband, with 
full knowledge of the facts, continued to live with her as his wife, and 
euh equently left her, after contracting the disease himeelf, > 

Held, that he had not just cause to leave her, and case was remitted 
to the justices to find desertion 

This was an appeal from the justices of the borough of Portsmouth, 
who, on 24th April, 1917, on a summons by the wife against the hus- 
band for desertion, held that the husband had good cause for refusing 
to cohabit with her, on the ground that the wife was suffering from 
venereal disease contracted before marriage, and which she communi 
cated to the husband, whereby he was compelled to undergo special 
treatment in a naval hospital. The respondent was not represented. 
Counsel for the appellant submitted that there was clear evidence of 
desertion to support the summons. The appellant, Margaret Elizabeth 
Butler, was married to William Charles Butler, a indies seaman jn 
the Royal Navy, on 18th July, 1916. Three days after the marriage 
the wife developed a spot on her lip, and on taking medical advice was 
told that she was suffering from syphilis. The husband accompanied 
her to see the doctor, and agreed to her undergoing the 606 treatment, 
which she underwent, and was apparently cured. The husband, with 
full knowledge of the facts, lived with his wife afterwards for sevesal 
weeks, and in September, 1916, developed the disease himself. The wife 
in her evidence swore that she had not been guilty of any immorality 
before marriage, and there was no suggestion that she had been so 
guilty. The doctor suggested that she had contracted the disease 
through drinking out of a dirty cup or through kiesing someone. As 
the disease had been contracted innocently, it was on the same level as 
any other contagious disease—e.g., small pox or consumption—and the 
husband in consequence had no right to desert her and leave her with 
out a home or maintenance 

Horrivce, J., in delivering the judgment of the Court, said that 
the wife was suffering from a venereal disease which she had contracted 
before marriage She had sworn that she had never misconducted her 
self, and there was no suggestion that she ever had done so. The ques 
tion was whether a disease innocently contracted before marriage, from 
which the wife was suffering after marriage, was any ground for the 
husband leaving her. He would say nothing as to whether, if the wife 
had guiltily contracted the disease before marriage, that would be a 
just cause for the husband to leave her. The case would have to go 
back to the magistrates to find desertion, on the ground that the reason 
given by the magistrates was not a good reason for the husband's refusal 
to cohabit. The wife must have her costs 

Huw, J., agreed.—Counsex, T'albot-Ponsonhy Souicrtors, Tapp, 
Blackmore, & Weston, for G. H. King d& Franckeisa, Portsmouth, for 
appellant 

[Reported by C. G. Tataor-Poxsoxsr, Barrister-at-Law.]| 








In the House of Commons, on the 12th inst . Lord R. Cecil, replying to 
Major Hunt, said :—It is true that in the last two years Sweden has 
exported Jarge quantities of iron ore wood pulp, and other commodities 
produced in Sweden to enemy countries These commodities are the 
product of Sweden, and when exported to Germany across the Baltic they 
do not pass through our blockade; but the Allied countries welcome the 
action of the United States Government taken with a view to prevent 
such supplies reaching the enemy. I am not aware of any imports into 
Sweden of these articles during the past eighteen months. Major Hunt 
asked if the Right Hon. gentleman was aware that the American state 
ment was that some of these materials did come from America, and 
therefore came by sea, and was it to he understood from the answer that 
the British Government were really going to take the gloves off at last. 
Lord R. Cecil: I do not know what the insinuation in the last sentence 
implies, but I may say that the blo kade has been enforced with the 
utmost power, exerting the full belligerent rights of this conntry, ever 





since I have had anything to do with it 
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| New Orders, &c. 


New Statute. 


7 Geo. §. Cc. 25. 


/ 
COURTS (EMERGENCY POWERS) ACT, 1917 


An Act to amend the ( rts (Emergency Powers) Acts, 1914 to 1916, 
and the Ir ea of Ren and Mort ize Interest War Restric- 
ti Act, 191 ind to grant relief u ne 1 with the present 
var from liabiliti nd disqualification arising out of certain 
mtracts (10th July 1917 

Be t ¢ acted. & 

1. Powers of tf? / nul / 1 ntract 1) Where, 

upon an applica i part t ‘ tra the const ction of 

iny building ! for t up] f erials for any build 

! t rk ent i to betore the fourth da \ugust, nineteen hun 
und fourtes ‘ t i itisfied that ng to the prevention 


very of materials, 


or the d ficie of labour, occasioned by the present 
var, the contract not be enforced according to its terms without 
serious hardship, the rt ma ifter nsidering all the rcumstancea 
of wu ine ina | t ft all tl parties to the contract and 
any offer hich iy ha made by any party for a variation of 
the ontract suspend vr annul the contract or stay iny proceedings for 
the entorcement se ntract or any term thereof or any rights 
arigng thereund onditions f ant is the court may think 
fit 

For the purpose f tl ib-section wher ! ffer made before the 
fourth day f August ineteen hundred and fourteen, was binding 


on a ntractir part sccepted within a specified period expiring 
ifter that date and pted after that date, the contract shall be 

deemed to have been entered int before that date 
2) Where Ipon an apy ition by any party to any contract what- 
er, the irt itisfied that, owing to any restriction or direction 
mposed t | mn pursuance of ar enactment relating to 
the defence of the realr y ar regulation made thereunder, or owing 
to the acquisitior r by r on behalf f the Crown for the pur 
pose f the present f f ar ship or other property, any term of 
the ntract innot be enforced it} t serious hardship, the court 
may, after considet the « imstances of the ase and the position 
of the parti t the ! ind ar offer hich may have been 
made by any party for the variat f tl ntract pend or annul the 
contract or stay any proceedin for the enforcement of the ntract or 
any term thereof or any rights arisi1 thereunder on such conditions 

f an us the think fit 

I} aul ctl i piv t ul | ition relating to the 7 ply 
f water. |} t light, t t t er arisin mder any Act of 
Parliament rder } the force of an Act of Parliament, in 
ike manner 1 t anT t i ontract except that it shall not be 

lawful for tl rt t t ‘ } ation 
rt t i he nst la th tl ( rt Emer 

el P r Act 14/4 & Che ] 






‘ t i t r i ict t! T 
sum - I r y !t teiture I the penalty it I ect 
of the failure t } r tl doing of ’ thing f and in » far 
as the failure t lo d g of h act r thing i ittributable 
to complia ' restriction or order as aforesaid 
Pr led that t ‘ f fforded | thi pl sion from the 
obligation t ! t t! nsequence I ich 
’ rest i ud ‘ t to Ww DI 8 4 
t) I t 6 I ed d g the irren of the co 
tir t nN i 1 may ! vfter tl 











“ ! 
; pe . ’ ment gulat el rest. Y f | 
wny ( ! t departn t ! ‘ " t va or ul | 
authornt vd 4 ed I eed for 7 28 nected w 
the pres t Va airect I vdy ‘ 1 ed or g ‘ ny 





WaAR-TIME, BUT—Don"1 


FORGET | 
Tue Minppiesex HosPirAa.. 
AND MusT BE MET. 


\RE GRBAT 


ITs RESPONSIBILITII 





any Government department with the object of preventing transactions 


which, 
to national interests 
be a good defence to any action or proceeding in respe 
e contract. \A certificate by the appropriat: 
shall be sufficient evidence that such direct 
given and with euch object as aforesaid, 


leases 


n the opinion of the department, would or might be contrary 


l 


. Ss 
re 





fulfilment of ti 
(;overnme! 
or advice 


4. Power to 


t department 
was issued or 


accept premiums on for 21 years or upwar 78 
, : 


1) Sub-section (2) of section one of the Increase of Rent and M« rtga 
Interest (War Restrictior Act, 1915, sha:l not apply to a lease of a 
adwellir g house for a term of twenty-one years or upwards. 


has, whether before or after the passing of this A 





1 account of any rent or mortgage interest, being a sum 
tue of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Wa 
. W ruld have been rre overable by the land] | 
zee, the sum so paid shall at any time within six months 
late of of a payment made bef 





the case 


after the payment, or, in 

the passing of this Act, within six months after the passing there 
be ecoverable from t andlord rr mortgagee who received the pa 
ment or nis lega personal represent itive iby the tenant or mortgag 


and may, without prejudice to any other method 
deducted by such tenant or mortgagor from any rent or 


interest payable within such six monthe by him to such landlord or 


son in anv rent book or similar document makes 





entry show purporting to show any tenant as being in arreat 
respect of any sum which b virtue of the sa dA t 18 recoveral 
or if, where any such entry has before the passing of this Act be: 


made by or on behalf of ny landlord, the landl rd, on being request 1 





by or on behalf of the tenant so to do, refuses or neglects to delete 
the entry, he shal! on summary conviction be liable to a fine not exceed 
3) This section shall be construed as one with the Increase of Tent 


Interest (War Restrictions) 


Act, 1915 
in actions of tort from section one (1) 


The provisions of section one, sub-section 


sion of 
of 4 & 5 Geo. 5, ¢. 78 


a udqme nis 


a) of the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, shall not apy 
any judgment or order for recovery or payment of any sum of mo 
ta give or made in any actior of tort, or in Scotland in 


i 
froy 


ction of reparation founded on delinquency, whether before or a 


' 

the commencement of this Act. 
7. Provision as to leases at less than rack rent I In sub-section (6) of 
the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (War 


than rack 


sectior two ¢ 
) less 





Restrictions) Ac t. 19 which relates to tenancies at 
d ‘‘ standard ’’ shall be omitted, and at the end of tl 
inserted the following words ‘‘and this Act 


dwelling-house as if no such tena 


t the wor 
sub-section there shall be 
respect 


or had ever existed.’’ 


of such 


ction one of 4 d: 5 Geo. 5, ¢. 78 
Powers) 


rlion of sub-section (1) of a¢ 





K gdk m of certain articles to certain « 


ices nad Idiers.}—The Courts (Emergency Act, 1914, s 
have effect in favour of officers and men of His Majesty's Forces w 
| at is to say)— 





to any sum of money due 


one shall apply y 
othcer 


1 payal le in pursuance of a contract m ide before the 
} Forces. 
embership of House of Con 


reason of the emergencies of 


n ria ca 


ent war member the Commons House of Parliament have som: 
times been, or may hereafter be, required tv supply property to, or t 
permit the use thereof by, a Government department for purp 
‘ cted with the pres nt w ir. it is hereby declared that none of t 
pI s of the House of Commons (Disqualification) Act, 1782 
teo. 3 15 f the House of Commons (Disqualifications) Act, 1 l 


+ 





construed so as to extend to a contra 
ered to during the present war as to the price or 
for any property so requisitioned or taken or 


ny property so requisitioned or taken is t 






legal proceedings instit 
neteen hundred and sevente 


not iffect any 
t day of February, 1 


This Act may be cited as the Courts (Emerg: 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


London Gazette of 13th July contains the following : 


l An Ord: in 4 1, dated 3th July 1917 amend ng the Pr 
ition dated the 10 lay of May, 1917, and made under sect 
land Revenue Act. 1879, and section 1 f 


e Customs and Ih 
f r Act, 1900, and gection 1 of the Customs 
1914. whereby the exportation from the T 
ticl t rt ations Was proh bit 
Order (No. 2), 1917, dated 11th J 


Trade Regulations 2 ind 2s 


Ex] rta 


r all dest 


29 The Tobacco Restriction 


117. made by the Board of under 


in connection with the present war, proof of that 


two of the Courts (Emergency Powers) (No. 2) Act, 1916 
5 18 s hereby repealed. 
ns as to su made irrecoverable by 5 & 6 Geo. 5, c. 97 
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the Defence of the Realm Regulations, This consolidates and amends 
the Order and instructions previously in force. 


3. The Motor Spirit Restriction Order, No. 1, 1917, made by the ROYAL EXCHANGE 
Board of Trade, and dated 12th July, 1917 rhis prohibits the use of 
notor spirit or motor-Vea s for the purpose of going t yr itom race 
I eetings In the Order the Cpl ~ motor spirit as the same | ASSURANCE 
neaning as in Part VI of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910; and th * 
hee 7 : INCORPORATED A.D, 1720. 


Iwo Ministry of Muniti 
yw), restricting the use of 











reasion ‘* vehi le”’ 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, PLATE GLASS, | SPECIAL TERMS GRANTED TO 
pe made. ACUIDEN'I BURGLARY LIVE STOCK, 
ee ee ae eee age ee ae a ee ee EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, THIRD PARTY, ANNUITANTS 

_A Notice Ubat th rd ' ’ MOTOR CAR, LIFT, BOILER, 

roller : FIDELITY GUARANTEES WHEN HEALTH IS IMPAIRED 
The Beans, Peas and Pulse (Retail Pri r ante, py. 2s - - - 

An Admiralty Notice to Mariners (No. 678 of the ye 17 he Corporation ed to act as TRUSTEE and EXECUTOR 
No. 644 of 1917, which is cance lating lat 

es, South and West Coast Por \ ba — 
ific Regulations, No vessels other t thos f Britis] it Lity | ct 


those of the Allied Nations are pe d to } er Heap Orrice: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
e LAw Courts Brancu: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W. 


y for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary 


mouth until further not 
Che London Gazette of 17th July « 

A Proclamation, dated 17th July 
the Reigning House to Winds 

A Proclamation, dated 17th July 
tain men of Naval Reserve Forces « 











A Proclamation, dated 17th July 

Exportation of Designs for Aircraft 

9. An Order in Council, dated 17th Juwly 

e Liquor Control] ‘‘ Eastern Area 

10. An Order in Council, dated 17th July 
Man, with adaptations, the Coroners (Kmergenc: 

11. A Foreign Ottice (Fore i Trade Department 
July, 1917, that certain additions or correctio ] 
<t published as a supplement 

17, of persons to w tic] 


mnsigie d. 








12. A Board al 

g particulars as 

13. A Notice that have been made by the Board 
under the Trading th the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, re 
two more businesses to be wound up, bri ng t total up to 475 


14. A Ministry of 1 ' tice, dated 17th July (printed below 


to Dealings in Pig 


1s. Two Army Counc Orde dated 12th 


ww), as to Carnauba Wax and Wool 


16. Two Admiralty Notices to Manin a low 

1. No. 699 of the year 1917 (revising 482 of 1917, w 
celled), relating to England, E: River Hu 
\pproaches—Pilotage and Traffic 

2. No. 687 of the year 1917 (being e\ 1 ot 
1917 and a re-publication of Notice No. 648 of 1917 
and, South Coast 

1) Falmouth Harbor pp ‘ su estal « Trafh 
Regulations F 

(2) Penzance Bay—Light Buoys established ; ‘T) tevulation Proclamation 
17. We als print el following rae ne otice f > ‘ or WINDSOR IS TO BY 
d Controlle: Ite ! p Fa y RELINQUISHING THE 

1. The Intox 
1917, dated 7th Ji ly 
2. The Raspbe (Scotlane elivery 10t 

3. Notice a . 

4. The Stone Fruit Jam Manufacturer Price 
dated 6th July 1917 


mber and 
N N »7 f 


i to Eng 


relatu 





Ministry of Munitions Orders. 


CREOSOTE AND OraEerR OrLs Prot ™M THE Dist 
COA! 


he Minister of Muniti ercise of the 
! by the Defence of the Realm Regulation and 
thereunto enabling him hereby orders as follow 
1) For the purposes of this Order the expressior 
mean creosote, green oi sharp oil, and any oil produ 
ng an admixture of oi! produced from the distillatio 
y of them 
No person shall as from the dat« 
ler and in accordance with the terms of 
ority of the Minister of Munition 
ent or otherwise) for or in conne 
i) The water-proofing presery 


wood of any k nd or des ript on 
































































A Proclamation 
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Motor Spirit. 
BOARD OF TRADE ORDER 


| unce of their powers under Regulations 15a and 2¢ 
J f the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, the last 
h Regulati is hereby applied to motor spirit, the ] 
j ] hereby order and require every person who uses 
and for the time being a licensed dealer in mot 
Board particuiars as to pur hases sales. de 
1 stock and of motor spirit in such forn 
‘ e required 
I t lered the ormation hereby require l ha 
t to t ret ( I Department of the Board. y 
| s fa t n ply vith this Order or knowt: gly zZive 
mat he is guilty of a summary offence against the Def« f 
( solidat Regulations, 1914 


W. F. Marwoop, 
A Secretary of the Board of Tra 





, , ea . me 5 i 
Notice of Modification of General Permit as 
regards Dealings in Pig Iron. 
Uini try if Munition 
17th July, 191 
\\ to the Order made by the Minister of Munitions « 
J 1916 (60, Soricrror’s JouRNAL, p. 623), applying Regul 
, of the Defence of the Realm Regulations to war material consisting 
ses and des riptior s of metal] irgical metal, coke, pig 
und the General Permit for dealing in such war materia 
| the Minister of Munitions on the lst November, 1916 p 
t Minister f Munitions hereby gives notice I 
That the iid General Permit is modified by the insertion i 
thereto of the following prices for the articles hereund 
ddition to or, where such articles are already specified ir I 
in substitution for the prices contained in such Sche ‘ 
Schedule of Maximum Prices.] ae 
Army Council Orders. 
CARNAUBA WAX, i" 
War Office, 
llth July, 191 
f the powers conferred upon them by the Defer 
R Regu tice is hereby given that it is the intent 
\ ( mci, t { e possession of all stores of the following 
ma Wax, excepting stocks of less tl 
t esent or may hereafter arrive in the | 
IN 
| er t tice person having control of any such store 
tes the without the consent of the Army Cour 
any way contrary to any conditions imposed in 
cle that may have been granted in respect there 
f e against the said Regulations. A 
\ ‘ their custody or control any such stocks 
it nake a return thereof, with full particulars of ¢ 
( | cost price, to Director of Army Contracts, Imy« 
H phot treet, Room 79, S.W. 1, together with all such furt bi 
i tl part ur is lo their business as may ” required by or I tr 
the Director of Army Contracts. pr 
By Order of the Army Council, 
R. H. Bravt tl 
WOOL - 
War Office, 
16th July 
\\ \W Restrict Consumption) Order, 191 
ited the hours of work in certain faotories 
j ea , 1 Order va imended by Orders of the \ 
il dated tl} ith June. 1917, and 9th June, 1917 
\ ! erea t expedient to ame d the said Order in the 
pearing 
‘\ there re t} \ Council. in pursuance of the power 
by the Defence of the Realm Regulations 
umendments be made in the said Order 
| ae § the aha he inserted after the words “ amo t 
\fte ‘ the following new clauses shall be inserted 
uny textile factory, the business carried on in wh 
or partly in the combing of Merino wool, the 
mbing such Merino wool shall not, except ' t 
sed b r on behalf of the Director of Army Cont ‘ 
j ifter the fourteenth day of July, 1917, any hours of 
\ lav or Monday night. provided that nothir 
ié ipply to re-combing iT 
1 In ar textile factory. the business carried on in whi ul 
Sv ly r partly it the date hereof, in the combi: t} 
» Merino wool shall be combed u 
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“10. In any textile factory, t 


he 
sists wholly or partly in the combing 


engaged at the date hereof on Merino 


wool other than Merino 
By O1 


ORDER N 


the Ist July 1917 Jhereimatt 
the maXimum bDarreiaye vy ch a 
ler the Intoxicating Liquor (Out) 





AS a) By twenty per cent. if 
such conditions as are hereinafter n 
n this Order, referred to as ‘ 
6) B ich further ! 
rized by licence of Food Contr 
ditions su ject t ! ! i 
authorized by h ( he 
g Increase 
Pi ded that tl igyreg i 
i excet | ili al int ae it ‘ 
pe cent. increases l Lie i 
| ill brewet tor sa iu cu ! 
i ne-third per ce { 
j 2. A pling t \ 1 
l the current juartel! the t ents per ( 
to the commissioners of Cust | Fk 
the Commissioners) on before ,] 
and will comply with the conditions sul 
t. increase is authorized by this Ord . 
ifter referred t as at 1 epting bre r 
3. Conditions The conditions t 
increase is authorized are the foll y 
‘) One-half of the total an f 
brewer in the current quarte xelu 
shall be brewed and delivered t 
exceeding an ol nal vravit 103¢ 
b) The remair halt the be 
licensed increase) shall be brewed 
not ex eeding the average orig “oe A 
at his brewery during the quarter commencing 
(c) In the month of July not mor 
mouths of July and August not mor 
amount of beer which the brewer is 
current quarter (exclusive of the 
out of his brewery 
And it shall be the duty of every a tin 
conditions 
4. ¢ omput ition under Clause 2 (1 { 
The additional barre! ive a ithorized t 
by licences under this Order shall not be t 
the ten million barrels referred to in sul 
principal Order 
5. Contracts The same provision shall 
the effect f this Order on contracts as 1 
effect of the Output of Beer (Restriction 
Section 4 of that Act 
( Supp y of Beer t Free L ; d Ho 
ons shall apply witl respect t ( tin 
juarter grants 1 or t be granted to a r 
a) Except under the authority of the F 
cate granted by in accepting brewer 
quartet be used to transfer arrelag 
iccepting brewer 
4) The number of standard urs 
obtain from an accepting brewer 
reased | 20 per cent 
(¢ An accepting bre 
holder with beer under a certif 
half of suc eer ata gravit a 
ad) Th use shall apy to } 
licen ! iT the s it 
2 & fy j/ I 
t to the average orig il gravit it 


vit ind amount ft r br | 
iT requ te to determine het 
1 being com} d witt d all 
therewith sha it all tir | | 
troller and of the Commissi . 





inafter referred to as the principal Orde 


der 


Food Orders. 
PHE INTOXICATING LIQUOR 


business carried on 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844 
DIRECTORS. 
ft Deverell, Esq. Deputy Chairman—Richard stephens Taylor, Esq 





, Esq Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
bates Eaq., K.¢ Wiiliam Maples, Esq 
er, Esq., K.C., M.P. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq 
K.u, rhe Kt. Hon. Sir Walter G. F. Phillimore 
E-q Bart, D.C. 1 
8, Esq Charles R. Rivington, Esq 
vokenden, Esq Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.¢ 
Dibdin, Esq The Hon. Sir Charies Russell, Bart 
nd, Esq Charles Wigan, Esq. 
Kley, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - £5,000,000. 


Assurance Granted Whole Life and Endowment Assurances 


ptioually iow rates of premium, 


We PHELPS, Vanager. 








f 
I 


shall be delivered 





iad ‘ tl ] April, 1917 
t i i | f this 


he Raspberries (Scotland) Delivery Order, 1917. 


Tt ’ ‘ nuferred upor im by Regulation 2: 
R R at ul i ther rs en 
| 1 ¢ t r heret rd is fol 
/ / ( / r 
ta i t raspbert uy hoin 
i the | “i t er by the 
‘ i ! ited fur 
. 3 1 1a ! ‘ Vvyheu ’ 
e | i ( I ud will 
is i i the 1 im priut 
errit i Raspberi \I turer 
i " 5 { ! ue ( i 
i t { ! i i ( i 
1 ted y I i ( el 
| Ord ‘py t i ‘ L ras} 
rop does ‘ dl t 
| ae of t Orde i I i I 
e of Realm Re itior 
‘) ] i j t | j Scotiand 
4 | ( r 


\ ted t ] 
lictribut f ti 
, } buy 
| \ I i 
‘ ~ that he 
t t i i hin each 
} r parts 
] pberries 
| Manu 
Ord which 
! heen 
‘ h as 
Use of Ie 
NOTICI 
ttent t ty for 
l | and t Che 

; } tif il ice 
| t | rint < at its 
" t nh i t i pplies 
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eserving . ° 
ea Law Association. 


of ice should ed he 
perishable f hich wise be wv ed oul where 
be used for . joa . ; . «ae The u ial mont! ly meeting of directors was held on the 5th J 
l6th Ju ; Mr. Nugent Chaplin in the chair. The other directors present we 
M Cr. Hf. Gardiner and Mr. Spencer Whitehead (treasurers), Mr: 
H. Hargrove, Mr. C. F. Leighton, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. W 
Richardson, Mr. W MI. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E 


Fruit (Jam Manufacturers’ Pr.ces)| Barron. £144 was voted in relief of deserving applicants and 
r Irder 1917 eral business transacted 
, 7. 


The Stone 





State Compensation for Enemy 
Damage. 


it from the Committee on War Damage, was received 
Minister, at 10, Downing-street, at 5 o'clock on Friday 

Mr. Lloyd George was accompaiwed by Lieutenant-Gen: 

id Henderson, Director4ieneral cf Military Aeronaut 
it-General Smuts, and Dr. Addison, Minister of Munitic 
itation included the Lord Mayors of London, York and Hull 

Folkestone, Margate, Ramsgate, Tynemouth, and Wals 

wv of London, in introducing the deputation, said 
I have the honour to introduce to you a deputat 
authoritie 


t} 718 municipal and other loca! 
Chambers of Commerce and 


upon the Government 


x no fewer un 
d Kingdom, as well as 
bodies They desire to urge 
of national funds, the compensation of tl 
iffered damage from the air and other attacks of the ene 
ell you that they represent a population of over twenty-eig 
llow-countrymen, I am sure you will hear what th: 
lerate attention which you have always shi 
has re 


ot 


providing out 


1s 
nds of the community The matter 
in urgency and gravity by those deplorable air raids 
vhich have occasioned n 


pre ncia| towns 
alties among the civilian population 


) and some of the 
lreds of deaths und 
] 
g women anda hildren 
H. Judge, the chairman of the Committee, handed 


rial to the Prime Minister, and said : My duty is simply to read 


extract from the memorial 

\ltl iwh the Government s¢ heme only 
1915, immense losses and great hardships have been suffered 

ts ind it seems to your memorialists ex eedingly un! 

should not be borne by the nation: and notwithstanding 

of the scheme would now involve a consid 

for the reasons stated alx 

e their steps in 


ime into force on the 19 


withdrawal 
the first instance, it is yet, 
Government should retra 
and, as trustees for 


expense In 
ighly de rable that the 
the premiums already received 
ion, proclaim their intention of giving fair compensation to the 
el f property and goods that have already been, or may in futur 
lamaged or destroved either by aircraft or bombardment. rhis 
opinion of your memorialists, is the manifest duty of the Gove 
1 one which they are bound bv every consideration of just 
expediet ind public pe li y, to recognise and carry into effect. 

Mas municipal authorities, while endorsing the memorial, expre 
| is anxious to urge upon the Government the claims of tl 
and, in the opinion of 
to enemy a 


matte repay 


‘ 
{ 


e suffered per onal damage; 
itive Committee, loss of life or personal 
r bombardment ought to engage the attention of and be dealt 
The claim for compensation in such cases 1s 
casualties in the fighting li 


with such cases, a 


injury due 


A 


Government 
strong as that arising out of 
insurance scheme to deal 


no Government 
t such claims will, a 


(‘Committee earnestly hope tha 


cutive 
be dulv recognised by the Ge 


of course ernment.” 
Lord Mavor of York president of the Committee. after narrat 
vuthorities in favour of St 
authorities we have 


represent look to us to 


vth of the movement among local 

As mem bers of low al 
this matter, and those w 
our own local work 
rom local riots, and t 


mpensation said 
ixielles in 
they have protection. In 
of injury or damage f 
iw admits of no excuse. It seems to us that the same principle sh 
in our national affairs. We pay taxes for the Army and Na 
av as our constituents pay rates for the police f 
are rightly responsible when this force fails 
sponsible for re 


we are respol 


the ratepavers in cases 


nnent 
National Government should be 
which are intended to be met by the Army and Navy. 
nment has already made an important change in polics 
by agreeing to make aw 


Societies . ? 
regare © compensation for war damage 

i d in certain cases of personal injury, and this encourages us 

the full prayer f our memorial will he granted by 

epting full and unqualified responsibility for damage 


Grotius Society. 
of the defence of our country from the attack 


vernment ac 
Sir Mak m Mel injury irising out 


Egypt which deal t enemy. 
nemouth spoke with re 
tamsy 


n Egypt after the « The Mayors of Walsall, Ramsgate and Ty 
international t to tl damage done in their districts, the Mayor of 

" as 
with 


the firing line, it goes 


Bisscho} Ramsgate being the nearest port to 
and we have been weekly almost, sufferi 


tion that we must be, 





ques 
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from air raids and bombardments A large number of people, of | sequences of these barbarities, and we ought to do so without distinction 
course, have been badly hit, and the raid of the 16th-17th June caused = of rich or poor. Therefore in principle I accept, on behalf of the Govern 
damage to the extent of over £37,000 to buildings, without alluding to | ment, the case you have put before me; but, as I say, I should like 
poor peop.e’s furniture and traders’ stocks. Undoubtedly, the claims consider t t 1 little further, and I invite you to meet some 
f those whu have been insured against aircraft and bombardment wi!] here and to giv e the rf, \ hree of your number who 
be paid up, but those who have lost through not being insured have 0 be prepared to comn te with the Gover nt and to work 
no means of getting any reparation whatever. The position with us is out i hem the detai : n 
very, very keen indeed. We have something like 2,000 empty houses ard yor of r. Lloy ge, on behalf of the 
in Ramsgate to-day, and the people are going out in shoals. We have , » tender « incere ! ful thanks for the 
had no season, our tishing fleet has been damaged and largely destroyed, ith whic! ‘ 

we are absolutely on the rocks rhe town generally are placing 

greatest confidence in this deputation to-day, and are looking t 
; with the greatest confidence to ameliorate their position and accede 
to the request of the memorialists. You will quite understand, Mr. Lloyd 








+ 


George, that I am speaking now on behalf, not onlv of Ramsgate, bu Companies. 


of the whole of the Isle of Thanet, which is a considerable area 

The principle of national responsibility which this Committee urges rp + . _— 
the yA tener eae to recognize ie in its favour the fact that the French Che London City and Midland Bank (Limited), 
Republic recognizes it, and undertakes to give compensation to all The statement of accounts issued by the London City and Midland 
citizens whe suffer from the hostilities of the wat vat international | Rank (Limited) shews the following ficures « mpared with those of 
usage is also with us, and we would ask the Prime Minister to cause | 39¢} June. 1916 
a return to be made of the law in this matter in the forty-four nations 

were represented at the Hague Convention of 1907. I am sure 

» following words from a lette hy Mr. Paul J. Mallmann. the wel me 3O, 1917 June 30, 1916 

vo American civil engineer, now in London, are well worth con ‘urrent deposit ar ther account £180,417,249 £ 157,539,256 
sileration ‘During the War of Secession, when my country, the e nces 7,516,980 7,559,641 
States, were in the throes of the most deadly brother-war the world has ‘asl ; 
ver seen, a good deal of property belonging to mv late father wa englan 36,477 .713 38,888,013 
destroyed, but it never occurred to the conquering North not to make mey call 8,579,186 8,570,085 
good that damage, though my father fought for the South against them vernme! rities 55,599,534 33,437,708 
In the present war, France, Italy, Russia, Austria, and Germany are inve n 3,385,494 4,480,557 
prepared, without committees, to make good the damage arising out of ills o cchange 12.252 266 13,047,413 
acts of war.”’ ( neces Ol irrent ac ts. loa ‘ 69,322,513 65,159,660 

2 978581 a 


ATEMENT © IUNTS 


Mr. Lioyp Grorcr’s Repry 


Mr. Lloyd George: My Lord Mayor and gentlemen, you have pre 
sented your case with great moderation but witl great torce You 
represent towns which have sustained a great deal of damage through r ea _ | 
these insensate and barbarous ra‘ds There is at the present moment, Law Students Journa . 
I understand, an insurance scheme on fairly generous and liberal lines . 4 ‘ 
for dealing with this very problem, but I am not sure that it is com The Law Society. 
pie tely Ippile able to the facts of the case fur many reasons, First of 


all, there is always the difficulty of making any scheme of this kind 

known to the smaller people, and it is not always that they can take FINAL EXAMINATION 

advantage of them. There are not merely tradesmen and fact ry owners The lowing candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
and owners of big properties who are suffering, but there are poor - ‘ asful the Final imination held on 18th and 19th Jane, 
people who have had their all destroyed in these air raids, and it is 1917 

just as important to them to have protection, and they are just a ae ' clea i vn pe 
much entitled to it, as are these great factory owner ind others living nal Pe say : ah a 
under more prosperous conditions And I am not sure that it is a 
complete answer to say to these poor people, “ Well, vou should have 
insured under some scheme,”’ because it takes a long time. as evervbody 
who has been associated with insurance matters knows, to bring home 
the benefits of insurance to every class of society It requires many 
agencies, and an army of persuasive tongues for that purpose, and we 


7. a yp. 620 


Bishop, Ge te f s, Featherstone Lew 
Briggs, Robert Henry Lamb, Alfred 

Cubitt, Wi im Martin wetcher, Henry 

Davies Edward Li nd 


Drew, Joseph Gardner Lew Francis Ernest 
Evans, En B.A., LL.B ‘ Minton, Horace 

tab LL.B. (Lond ewman, William Henry 
Falconer, David Henry nnor, Edmond 
Folke Alfred Johr ’uckering, Walter Ernest 
Hall, Alfred Edward fennison, Arthur Noblett 
Hall, Jame Malcolm tigb: John Marsden 


have no time for that sort of thing in this we I think jnyself that 
in principle, you have certainly made out case, I should like t 
consider the details carefully, and my suggestion is that you appoint 
to lay two, or at the outside three. of vour number to get into con 
munication with.me, or with any particular department or departments , , 
whom the Cabinet may order Mgr with the question, i further | Hammond, Edgar Amedee , sah William ‘i 
consultation. The French Government have given a general pledge (Uxon , ; —, Rent , oe 
that the devastated areas will be restored. Wel, the devastation ther Harrison Willi im Pred eff, Solomon, B.A 
is on a more wholesale and a more te rrible st ale, at 1 the losses nflicted Heninghe va ‘Thom: oy Thornton Has 
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